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Abstract. This study examined quality assurance and academic accountability in 
ten higher education institutions in Nigeria, using UNESCO’s input-process-
output framework for assessing the quality of education. Data were collected 
from staff and students of the universities as well as opinion leaders drawn from 
the communities hosting the institutions. The findings were that academic 
accountability, in terms of the quality of inputs and outputs, was low; the quality 
of the process was high; and that research activities and community service in the 
institutions enhance development of the communities in which the universities are 
located. Conversely, lack of political willingness to develop higher education, 
low students’ learning readiness and non-utilisation of research findings were 
found to be affecting the academic accountability of the institutions. Therefore, 
interventions targeted at improving the quality of inputs into higher education; 
exposing students to practical training; and encouraging utilisation of research 
findings and university-community alignment are recommended. 
Keywords: Academic accountability; Quality assurance; Community service  
1 Introduction 
Academic accountability implies that those who are given responsibility are 
held answerable for the education outcomes of the students or are aware of the 
duty to give stewardship account in terms of productivity and the quality of the 
products there of. The concept of accountability in education stresses the need 
for practitioners in education and stakeholders such as parents, education 
authorities, and communities to know what goes on in the education sector of 
the economy, not only with regard to how judiciously the money allocated to 
the sector is spent, but how much learning is taking place and how efficient and 
effective it is. Higher education plays three main roles towards the development 





of middle and high level manpower and national development i.e. teaching, 
research and community service. Societal changes and needs, in addition to 
global trends and high cost, have increased the expectations on the institutions 
of higher learning to be more responsive, functional and relevant in their 
programmes and services.  Also, Berdahl and McConnell (1999) observe that 
the public is now more aware and conscious of the meaning and role of higher 
education. There is high demand for higher education and its services. Thus 
people are critical of what the institutions are doing and are becoming more 
vocal in expressing their desires of greater benefits. So universities and other 
higher educational institutions are expected to explain themselves, defend their 
character, and demonstrate that their services are worth the resources being 
expended on them. They must be accountable to the numerous stakeholders and 
agencies linked to them, for the range of their services and performance 
(teaching, learning, research and community service). Three types of academic 
accountability have been identified (Agabi, 2002; UNESCO, 2004).  
1. Input or programme accountability 
2. Process accountability  
3. Outcome accountability  
The quality of the input, the processes and the environment determines the 
quality of the output. Thus academic accountability provide answers to the 
questions on quality teaching staff, facilities, students input, the right processes 
for producing expected results, enabling environment and right type of teaching 
and learning instructional materials. Academic accountability is also concerned 
with the relevance of research activities in the institutions, the new knowledge 
produced for the development of communities, and the nation at large; and the 
benefits of the community service carried out by the lecturers and the students.  
Therefore assessing the quality of higher education must be geared toward an 
integrated, customer-centred quality model. This is why UNESCO (2004) 
emphasized that quality must be linked to relevance, and quality must be seen 
as a multidimensional concept which depends to a large extent on the 
contextual setting of a given system.  So the accountability is equally holistic 
and integrating. In the light of the multidimensional feature of quality, and by 
implication accountability, UNESCO (2004) developed an input-process-output 
framework which indicated the places or domains of all stake-holders in 
education in the pursuit of quality and accountability (learners, parents, 
teachers, communities, government, at the various levels, classroom, school, 
national policy etc).  
In the light of the multidimensional feature of quality and the holistic 
approach to academic accountability, UNESCO (2004) developed a framework 
which helps to guide a step-by-step assessment of educational quality (Figure 
1). 
 







































Figure 1: Input-Process-Output Framework for Assessing Educational Quality 
Source: Adapted from Jaap (2004); Obanya (2010) 
1.1 Question of Moral Character Development in a School Setting 
In Figure 1, it can be observed that quality inputs (politics, policies, human 
resources, material resources, financial resources, environment) subjected to 
quality processing (transformational processing through effective leadership, 
teacher professional support process, learners psycho-social support process, 
effective teaching-learning process) lead to quality output. It is only quality 
processing of quality  input that can yield quality outcomes and this can 
manifest in success in examinations, cognitive learning enhancement, high 
level of life-coping and life-long learning skills. These skills developed in the 
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societal development, created through a self-sustaining and self-generating 
educational system for sustainable development of the society (UNESCO, 
2004; Obanya, 2010; Okobukola, 2010).  
1.2 Related Literature 
The basic system theory of organization recognizes systems as 
characteristically composed of five parts (Agabi, 2002 Smith 1957). These are 
inputs, a transformation process, outputs, feedback and the systems’ 
environment. The inputs are the human, materials and non-tangible resources 
(like the norms, rules and tradition) that are needed for the system’s operational 
activities. These inputs pass through some technical processes (like the 
classroom instructions and control activities) and behavioural changes 
(transformation process). The feedback is the reactions (positive or otherwise) 
of the environment to the outputs or services from the system. Such feedback 
forms the basis for determining the subsequent input, transformation process 
and hence output from the system. The system environment is the social, 
political and economic forces around the system, which ultimately determines 
the focus, capabilities and inhibitions of the system. 
As a system, the higher education organization has these characteristics. The 
quality implication of each of these components needs to be examined closely 
as it particularly interferes with their accountability for the achievement of 
higher education goals. 
1. The input component: the input components of higher education include 
the people (students and staff) and the resources (like the furniture and 
fittings, the instructional materials, texts and learning material needed for 
instructions). Others include the information resources as well as the non-
material components like the norms, values and standards regulating the 
instructional activities. As a system component, input determines the nature 
of the transformation process and not just the quantity but also the quality of 
output i.e. the student graduates (Sallis 2002; Rao 2008, Onyene, Ikebude & 
Uche, (2009).  
2. The staff input: The people working in the higher education both as 
academic and non-academic staff are also the input into higher education 
from the society. (Uche 2010) opines that accountability for quality in 
higher education requires high consideration on teacher qualification, 
training, morale and commitment as specified by UNESCO, (2002). 
3. The students input: Students are the major input into the higher education 
with their characteristics as a carryover from the larger social system. They 
also come in with their learning behaviour, ability, perseverance, 
commitment, nutrition and health issues which affect the teaching and 
learning process and academic accountability positively or otherwise.  





4. Resources input involve both the fund and the facilities. The Structural 
infrastructures like space acquisition, maintenance and renewal are school 
resources that must be put together to ensure quality outcome (Uche, Okoli 
& Ahunanya, 2010). Other resource inputs are curriculum content, text 
books, learning materials, and adequate facilities. 
5. The transformation process: The basic activities of teaching, learning, 
evaluation and the managerial elements of the higher educational process 
constitute the transformation process (Okorie & Uche 2008). According to 
the framework developed by UNESCO (2002) school, teaching/learning 
time, students’ participation, methods, system for assessment and feedback, 
class size and appropriate language are the identified transformational 
process that requires quality touch in order to yield quality outcome. 
Transformational quality is achieved not through adhering to systems and 
procedures, but through the exercise of leadership. It is leadership that 
establishes a vision that translates into customer service and builds the 
structures and organizational culture that empowers staff to deliver a quality 
service that produce quality outcome (Sallis 2002; Creech 1994). The nature 
and efficacy of the transformation process in higher education is not 
dependent on one unit but on all the elements of the institutions’ 
programmes (Babalola 2008; Amadike, 2007; Mbakwem & Okeke 2007). 
6. The output component: The output constitutes the ultimate goal of the 
system as a functional entity. It reflects the relevance and impact of services 
rendered in higher education. It is the learning outcome or behaviour 
modifications that have been achieved through the teaching and learning 
process and other programmes organized in the institutions (Jaiyeoba & 
Atanda 2007; Mishra, 2008). This is identified through the evaluation 
process and reflected in development of skills, good citizenship, positive 
attitudes, healthy behaviours and attainment of high standards and 
placements (Agabi & Uche, 2000). 
1.2.1 Research and Community Service 
Academic accountability is also considered in terms of the quality of research 
activities and community service carried out by lecturers and students because 
research and knowledge production are part of their roles. Production of 
knowledge and dissemination of information through research contribute 
immensely to the development of the staff, students and the community as a 
whole (Uche 1999). Universities render community services to the community 
through the lecturers and students by assisting national development through 
their extra–mural and extension services, agricultural extension services as well 
as rural health services in their various departments (Nnabuo & Uche 1999; 
Mishra 2008). 





1.2.2 Academic Accountability and Quality Assessment in Higher Education 
The process by which educational administrator, teachers and other stakeholders 
monitor and assess the quality of education in the higher education institutions 
is called academic accountability (Reiley, 1992; Crosby, 1979).The high cost of 
education has made the public and other stakeholders to begin to ask for the 
relationship between the cost of education (resources allocated to it, e.g. time 
and efforts put in by students and their teachers) and the end product of the 
education which is the human resource that result from the educational process. 
To remove this doubt, Babalola (2008) suggests that there is need for Nigerian 
higher education to be truly accountable by setting objectives, developing 
programmes to meet the set objectives, carrying out the designed programmes, 
evaluating and measuring the degree of success and failures and making a 
continuous improvement. Since higher education certifies their graduates fit in 
learning and character, accountability for their programmes and outcomes 
should mean accounting for all the resources put in, the process/actions taken  
and the output/results to the society that owns it (Uche, 2010; Joshua (2005) 
Smith (1971) Gronhind (1976, Joshua (2005) 
1.2.3 Constraints to Academic Accountability and Quality 
However important academic accountability is, it is difficult to access quality in 
higher education because it is multidimensional and embraces all functions and 
activities within and outside the system. According to Amadike (2007); Dike 
(2006); Uche, (2010); Uche, Okoli & Ahunanya, (2010) lack of adequate 
funding, corruption, inadequate facility, overpopulation, lecturers’ absenteeism, 
lack of regular supervision and unfriendly learning environment are major 
constraints to quality delivery of higher education programmes in Nigeria. If 
these problems are not sincerely and holistically tackled, the quality of the 
output will not be guaranteed and the achievement of the objectives of higher 
education may become a mirage, Onyene, Ikebude and Uche (2009) warned. 
1.3 Statement of Problem 
Higher education by its nature and goals is being looked upon to produce high 
and middle level human resources for the national and economic development 
of Nigeria, more so in the southern part of the country. This part of the country 
is significant because it is where Niger Delta, the oil producing area, is located 
with all the challenges of oil exploration and production and yet poverty and 
youth restiveness due to lack of development and long time neglect. It is also 
the location of eastern Nigeria whose indigenes are known to be more business 
incline than education; and so are facing the challenges of prolonged period of 





ignorance of the value of education. Also, the public is now more aware and 
conscious of the meaning and role of higher education. There is high demand 
for higher education and its services in the Southern States of Nigeria. 
Consequently higher education is now being asked to be increasingly 
answerable (accountable) to its constituencies for the range of its services and 
the effectiveness of its performance (outcome), no matter the level of autonomy 
and academic freedom its operators  may claim. This study therefore aimed at 
adopting the UNESCO 2002 input-process-output framework to assess the level 
of academic accountability in terms of the quality of their input, process and 
outcome. Other issues investigated in this study include the level of academic 
accountability in terms of the impact of research activities and community 
service carried out by lecturers and students and the constraints of academic 
accountability and quality assessment in higher education. 
1.4 Purpose 
The purpose of the study was to assess the academic accountability of Nigerian 
higher education in terms of the quality of the input, process and outputs by the 
institutions under study. Specifically the study tried to assess: 
1. Academic accountability in terms of the quality of the input in the 
institutions  
2. Academic accountability in terms of the quality of the process in the 
institutions 
3. Academic accountability in terms of the quality of the output from the 
institutions 
4. Academic accountability in terms of the impact of the research activities 
among the lecturers 
5. Academic accountability in terms of the impact of the community service by 
the lecturers and examine the constraints of academic accountability in the 
institutions.  
1.5 Research Questions 
1. What is the level of academic accountability in terms of the quality of the 
inputs? 
2. What is the level of academic accountability in terms of the quality of the 
process? 
3. How can the quality of the output of the teaching and learning process be 
rated? 
4. What degree of impact do research activities by lecturers have on the 
development of communities and institutions? 





5. In what ways does the community service by the lecturers enhance the 
community development? 
6. What are the constraints of academic accountability in the institutions? 
1.6 Hypotheses 
1. There is no significant difference between lecturers and students in their 
assessment of academic accountability in terms of the quality of the inputs 
2. There is no significant difference between the students and the lecturers in 
their assessment of academic accountability in terms of the quality of the 
process in the institutions 
3. There is no significant difference among the lecturers, students and 
community leaders in their assessment of quality of the output of the 
teaching and learning process 
4. There are no significant differences between federal and state institutions in 
their assessment of the impact research activities by lecturers have on the 
development of the community and institutions. 
5. There is no significant relationship between the quality of input and the 
quality of output of the teaching and learning process in the institutions.  
2 Methodology 
This study adopted a descriptive survey design to assess the level of academic 
accountability in terms of the quality of input, process, output and impact of 
research and community service in higher education. The sample size was 
drawn from a population of all the higher education institutions in Southern 
States of Nigeria. It included 150 lecturers, 350 final year students and 200 
opinion leaders from the host community to the institutions randomly selected 
from 10 out of 45 institutions of higher learning in the 10 States. Thus the 
sample size of 700 respondents was used for the study. Two sets of 
questionnaire (one set for students and lecturers and one for the community 
people) titled” Level of academic accountability and quality assessment 
questionnaire 1 &2” (LAAQAQ 1& 2) were developed by the researchers, 
validated by experts in measurement and evaluation and certified reliable for 
the study through a test re test process which yielded a coefficient of 0.76 r. 
LAAQAQ 1  an 80  item questionnaire was administered to the students and 
lecturers  while LAAQAQ 2 contained 54 items and was administered to the 
community opinion leaders within the host communities to the institutions. All 
the questionnaires administered were returned. Since the items in the 
questionnaire were weighted in four point Likert scale the criterion mean of 
2.50 was adopted for judgment (very high level-4; higher level-3; low level 2; 





very low level-1 and strongly agree-4; agree-3; disagree-2; strongly disagree-1). 
Mean scores and standard deviation were used to analyze the responses to the 
general research questions while t-test, Pearson’s Moment Product Coefficient 
and Analysis of variance, ANOVA were used to test the hypotheses at 
significant level of 0.05. For the purpose of the test of ANOVA the opinions of 
15 Community chairmen (CDC were specifically selected to be compared with 
the categories of respondents (students and teacher) 
4 Findings 
4.1 Academic Accountability in Terms of the Quality of the Inputs 
 
Table 1: Quality of Inputs into Higher Education 
Items Mean SD Remarks  
Curriculum content is comprehensively developed 2.95 0.77 High  
Current and relevant textbooks are available 2.58 0.84 High 
Learning materials are adequately used 2.36 0.75 low 
Lecturers are qualified, always available and competent 2.70 0.74 High 
Lecturers are well trained, motivated and committed 2.48 0.88 Low 
Adequate facilities and conducive learning environment 2.19 2.24 Low 
Parents/community support is provided 2.13 0.68 Low 
Students behaviour are generally satisfactory  2.28 0.76 Low 
Students are always ready to learn 2.41 0.83 Low 
Students are committed and have the ability to persevere 2.51 0.85 High 
Students cooperate in health, sport and rules on campus.  2.52 0.90 High 
Parents have positive attitude to education of their children  2.77 0.89 High 
Household income is generally high 2.29 0.88 Low 
Cultural/religious values have influence in the school 2.50 0.83 High 
Community economic base is strong for institutional support 2.52 0.89 High 
There is linkage between institutions and labour market 2.52 0.86 High 
Overall mean 2.48   
 
From Table 1, respondents indicated that the curriculum content is 
comprehensively developed (mean=2.95; SD=0.77); that current and relevant 
textbooks are available (mean=2.58; SD=0.84). It shows that learning material 
are not adequately used (mean=2.36; SD=0.75). Again, the result show that 
lecturers are qualified, always available and competent (mean=2.70; SD=0.74); 
that they are committed and have the ability to persevere (mean=2.51; 
SD=0.85). It also indicate that students cooperate in health, sport and rules on 





campus (mean=2.52; SD=0.90); and that the parents have positive attitude 
towards education of their children (mean=2.77; SD=0.89). Furthermore, the 
result on the table showed that cultural and religious values have influence in 
the school (mean=2.50; SD=0.83); that community economic base is strong for 
institutional support (mean=2.52; SD=0.89), and that there is appropriate 
linkage between the labour market and the institution (mean=2.52; SD=0.86). 
However, from the table, students indicated that lecturers are not well trained, 
motivated and committed (mean=2.48; SD=0.88); that there are no adequate 
facilities and conducive learning environment (mean=2.19; SD=2.24), and that 
parents/community support is not provided (mean=2.13; SD=0.68). In the same 
vein, the result showed that students behaviour are generally unsatisfactory 
(mean=2.28; SD= 0.76). Students are not always ready to learn (mean=2.41; 
SD=0.83), and that household income is not generally high (mean=2.29; 
SD=0.88). 
4.2 Academic Accountability in Terms of the Quality of the Process 
 
Table 2: Academic Accountability in Terms of the Quality of the Process 
Items Mean SD Remarks  
The leadership in the institution is very effective 2.80 0.82 High 
Lecturers have positive attitude 2.73 0.84 High 
Institution’s environment is safe, friendly and gender sensitive 2.50 0.85 High 
There are incentives for good results 2.35 0.83 Low 
There is flexibility in operation 2.42 0.81 Low 
Institutional autonomy is being fully implemented 2.31 0.87 Low 
There is sufficient learning time for the programmes 2.32 0.76 Low 
Teaching and learning is very effective 2.43 0.76 Low 
There are active teaching methods 2.38 0.77 Low 
There is integrated system for assessment and feedback 2.66 0.87 High 
There is appropriate class size (i.e. teacher/students ratio) 2.40 0.86 High 
There is appropriate use of language 2.80 0.76 High 
Overall mean  2.51   
 
From Table 2, the mean value of 2.80 and standard deviation of 0.82 show that 
the leadership in the institution is very effective. The results also indicate that 
lecturers have positive attitude (mean=2.73; SD=0.84); and that the institutions 
environment is safe, student friendly and gender sensitive (mean=2.50; 
SD=0.85). Accordingly, the mean value of 2.66 and standard deviation 0.87 
indicate that there is integrated system for assessment and feedback. Also, 
students indicated appropriate use of language (mean=2.80; SD=0.76). On the 
other hand, the results show that there are no incentives for good results 





(mean=2.35; SD=0.83); there is no flexibility in operations (mean=2.42; 
SD=0.81), and that institutional autonomy is not being fully implemented 
(mean=2.31; SD=0.87). in the same direction, the mean value of 2.32 and 
standard deviation of 0.76 show that there is no sufficient learning time for the 
programme; teaching and learning process is not very 
effective(mean=2.43;SD=0.76) and that there are no active teaching 
methods(mean=2.38;SD=0.77). Also, the class size is not appropriate in terms 
of teacher/students ratio (mean=2.40; SD=0.86). 
4.3 Quality of the Output of the Teaching and Learning Process 
 







Mean SD Remarks   Mean SD Remarks 
Students have achieved their aim of being in 
the institution 
2.43 0.78 Low 
 
2.78 0.96 High  
Students have reached a high level of 
literacy, generic and skill development. 
2.39 0.73 Low  
 
2.70 0.64 High 
Students have developed to level of good 
citizenship. 
2.39 0.75 Low  
 
2.62 0.64 High 
Students have reached high level of personal 
development  
2.47 0.79 Low  
 
2.34 0.79 Low  
Students now have positive attitude towards 
learning 
2.48 0.84 Low 
 
3.06 0.92 High 
Students have3 healthy behaviour 2.42 0.75 Low  2.34 0.65 Low  
All students have attained formal 
completion of their programme 
2.47 0.78 Low 
 
2.56 0.65 High 
Institutional outputs are of high standards in 
terms of the official learning objectives 
2.56 0.78 High 
 
2.71 0.78 High 
They possess the desired and socially 
acceptable values 
2.54 0.81 High 
 
2.72 0.45 High 
Both lecturers and students have become 
the role model in the society 
2.64 0.85 High  
 
2.53 0.90 High 
Overall mean  2.48    2.64  high 
 
From table 3, the overall mean shows that the community people rated the 
output higher (2.64) than the students and lecturers (2.48). While students and 
lecturers believe that students have not achieved their aim of being in the 
institution (mean=2.43; SD=0.78); that students have not reached a high level 
of literacy, generic and skill development (mean=2.39; SD=0.73), the 
community people think otherwise (2.78 and 2.70). However the result show all 
the categories of the respondents agree that students and lecturers have become 





role models in the society (2.64 for students and lecturers and 2.53 for 
community people). 
4.4 Impact of Lecturers’ Research Activities on Community 
Development 
Table 4: Impact of Lecturers’ Research Activities on Community Development 
Items Mean SD Remarks Mean SD Remark 
Helps staff training 2.87 0.90 High  2.99 0.95 High  
Attracts funds and equipments to institution 2.58 0.80 High 2.72 0.74 High 
Improvement of teaching quality 2.84 0.79 High 2.73 0.62 High 
Helps staff advancement through promotion 2.84 0.87 High 2.87 1.00 High 
Increasing awareness of new knowledge 2.83 0.85 High 2.91 0.67 High 
Enhancing development and improvement of 
industry’s products and services. 
2.61 0.83 High 2.91 0.79 High 
Findings lead to solutions of societal problems 2.58 0.91 High 2.64 0.64 High 
Collaboration between staff/ institution/ 
community 
2.53 0.89 High 2.37 0.64 Low 
Social networking 2.61 0.91 High 2.92 0.50 High 
Overall mean 2.70   2.78   
 
From the data in table 4, the research activities among lecturers has a high 
degree of impact on the development of the institutions and communities, 
(overall mean of 2.70 for students and lecturers and 2.78 for community 
leaders); helps staff  training(mean=2.87;SD=0.90, 2.99;0.95);  it also attract 
fund and equipments to institutions(mean=2.58;SD=0.80, 2.72;0.74), and also, 
that there is social networking(mean=2.61;SD=0.91,  2.92;0.50). However, the 
results did not agree that there is collaboration between 
staff/institution/community (mean=2.53;SD=0.89, 2.37;0.64 ). Community 










4.5 Impact of Lecturers’ Community Service Activities on Community 
Development 
 







Mean SD Remarks   Mean SD Remarks 
Community development through skills 
acquisitions projects by lecturers & students 
2.66 0.83 High  
 
2.82 0.58 High  
Regular heath talks organized for community 2.58 0.83 High  2.90 0.79 High 
Encouraging political awareness and 
participation through political education 
2.64 0.81 High 
 
3.01 0.73 High 
Instilling values of good practice and free 
enterprise 
2.79 0.84 High 
 
2.82 0.72 High 
Providing teaching and training for 
environmental hygiene in the community 
2.74 0.86 High 
 
2.81 0.94 High 
Organizing ICT literacy programmes for 
community 
2.66 0.80 High 
 
2.90 0.67 High 
Campaign for self development and good 
citizenship 
2.71 0.77 High 
 
2.44 0.79 High 
Providing innovative ideas and leadership 
through involvement in community meetings 
2.65 0.80 High 
 
3.06 0.68 Low 
Organizing extra-moral classes  2.52 0.86 High  2.81 0.84 High 
Organizing adult literacy programmes 2.53 0.87 High  2.78 0.72 High 
Organizing youth development and 
empowerment programmes 
2.63 0.89 High 
 
2.61 1.07 High 
Participating in farming activities 2.50 0.84 High  2.57 .091 High 
Engineering activities for innovative and 
indigenous adaptive technology.  
2.46 0.96 Low  
 
3.29 0.86 High 
Overall mean  2.62    2.83  High 
 
From table 5, almost all the items were accepted as ways community service in 
the institutions enhance community service (0verall mean of 2.62 for students 
and lecturers and 2.83 for community leaders) Respondents indicated that there 
is community development through skills acquisitions projects carried out by 
lecturers and students (mean=2.66; SD=0.83, 2.82; 0.58), instilling the values 
of practice and free enterprise through entrepreneurship education (mean=2.79; 
SD=0.84, 2.82; 0.72). It provides teaching and training for environmental 
hygiene in the community (mean=2.74; SD=0.86). Also, there is campaign for 
self development and good citizenship (mean=2.71; SD=0.77) as agreed by 
students and lecturers though the community leaders disagreed to this (2.44; 
0.79). 
However, the mean value of 2.46 (SD=0.96) for students and lecturers 





indicates there is no engineering activities for innovative and indigenous 
adaptive technology though community leaders accepted the item (mean=3.29 
and SD=0.86). 
4.6 Constraints to Academic Accountability 
 
Table 6: Constraints to Academic Accountability 
Items Mean SD Remarks Mean SD Remarks 
Gross inadequate funding 2.65 0.99 High 3.36 0.48 High 
Dramatic increase in students input 2.63 0.94 High 3.18 0.71 High 
Students are not ready to learn 2.63 0.98 High 3.02 0.74 High 
Students are distracted by societal activities 2.47 0.96 Low 3.28 0.95 High 
Decline in teaching and research facilities 2.56 0.95 High 3.11 0.79 High 
Poorly remunerated staff 2.46 0.94 Low 3.29 0.61 High 
Low staff strength 2.49 0.93 Low 3.01 0.74 High 
Lack of competence in the faculty members  2.37 0.87 Low 3.09 0.79 High 
Lecturers are not available most of the time 2.40 0.92 low 2.91 0.79 High 
Inadequate time for teaching and learning  2.55 0.89 High 3.46 0.65 High 
Inadequate books and journal subscription 2.77 0.95 High 2.83 0.71 High 
Impaired teaching and learning environment 2.71 0.94 High 2.76 0.87 High 
Poor quality of students input 2.58 0.89 High 2.74 0.98 High 
Low parents/ community support 2.39 0.95 Low 3.01 0.74 High 
Bad leadership 2.54 0.97 High 3.07 1.00 High 
Political instability 2.62 10.2 High 3.36 0.77 High 
Lack of political support for implementation 
of higher education policies 
2.83 0.99 High 2.93 0.80 High 
Political insincerity in developing higher 
education  
2.82 0.93 High 3.02 0.75 High 
Low income base of household 2.72 0.95 High 2.92 1.01 High 
Lack of effective linkage mechanism 
between institutions and labour market 
2.77 0.90 High 2.92 0.91 High 
Non-utilization of research findings 2.76 0.99 High 3.21 0.72 High 
Overall mean 2.61   2.92   
 
The high overall means by the respondents show that all the items listed in the 
table 6 above are constraints to academic accountability and quality in higher 
education (2.61 for students and lecturers and 2.92 for community leaders). The 
students and lecturers however indicated that students are not highly distracted 
by other societal activities (mean=2.47; SD=0.96); that staffs are not poorly 
remunerated (mean=2.46; SD=0.94); that the staff strength is not low (2.49; 
SD=0.93) while the community leaders disagreed. Also, both categories of 
respondents show that there is political instability (mean=2.62; SD = 1.02, 3.66; 
.77), and there is lack of political willingness to support the implementation of 





higher education policies (mean=2.83; SD=0.99, 2.93’0.80). Furthermore, the 
mean value of (2.77, SD = 0.90) for students and lecturers and (2.92, 0.91) for 
community leaders indicate that there is lack of effective linkage mechanism 
between institutions and the labour market, and the mean value of (2.76, SD = 
0.99) for students and lecturers and mean of (3.21, SD = 0.72) for community 
leaders indicate non usage of research findings as constraints to accountability. 
4.7 Significance of Findings 
 
Table 7: Significance of Assessment of the Quality of Inputs and Processes 
Hypothesis Categories N Mean SD Df Z-cal Z-tab Remarks  
1. There is no significant 
difference between 
lecturers and students in 
their assessment of the 
quality of the inputs 
Lecturers 186 37.83 6.47 483 -5.23 1.96 Significant  
Students 299 40.89 5.95    
2. There is no significant 
difference between the 
students and the 
lecturers in their 
assessment of the 
quality of the process 
Lecturers 186 29.48 5.01 483 -1.89 1.96 Not 
significant 
Students 299 30.36 5.01    
4. There is no significant 
difference between 
federal and state 
institutions in their 
assessment of the 
quality of output 
Federal 
university 





275 24.51 4.73    
 
Table 7 shows the mean score for lecturers is 37.83(SD=6.47) while mean score 
for students is 40.89 (SD=5.95). This is with respect to their assessment of the 
quality of the inputs. Since the Z-calculated value of 5.23 is greater than Z-
tabulated value of 1.96, we reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, there is 
significant difference between lecturers and students in their assessment of the 
quality of the input. The mean score for lecturers is 29.48 (SD=5.01) while that 
of the students is 30.36(SD=5.01). This is with respect to their assessment of 
the quality of the process in the institution. Since the Z-cal. Value of 1.89 is less 
than the Z-tab. Value of 1.96, the null hypothesis is accepted. Thus, there is no 
significant difference between the students and the lecturers in their assessment 
of the quality of the process in the institution. The findings on the third 
hypothesis (i.e. “there are no significant differences among lecturers, students 
and community development chairmen (CDC) in their assessment of quality 
output of the higher education”) are summarized in Table 8. Regarding 





hypothesis four, the results in Table 7 indicate that the mean score for federal 
institutions is 24.96 (SD=4.74) while that of state institutions is 24.52 
(SD=4.73). This result is with respect to their assessment of the quality of 
output. Since the Z-cal value of 1.04 is less than the Ztab value of 1.96, then, 
the null hypothesis is accepted. This implies that there is no significant 
difference between federal and state institutions in their assessment of the 
quality of output. 
 
Table 8: ANOVA in Respondents’ Views 
Source Some of squares df Mean square F-calc F-tab Remarks 
Between Groups 282.546 2 141.273 *6.218 3.02 Significant 
Within Groups 11291.156 497 22.719 
Total 11573.702 499  
Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons 
Variables N Means 
Lecturers 186 24.156a 
Students 299 25.047a 
Community Development Chairmen  15 (specifically selected for this test) 23.333b 
*Significant 
**Mean scores with different letters are significantly different at the 0.05 level. 
 
A cross section of the community opinion leaders was specifically selected to 
compare their opinion with that of the lecturers and students using ANOVA. 
Thus only 15 of them who are the community development chairmen were 
selected for this purpose. The F-calculated value of 6.218 which is greater than 
the F-tabulated value of 3.02 suggests that there are significant differences 
among the three groups (Table 8).  
A further test was conducted using the Scheffe Multiple Comparisons Test. 
From the analysis lecturers’ mean score was 24.156, while students’ mean 
score was 25.047. However, mean score for community leaders was 23.33. A 
perusal at Table 8 reveals that there was no significant difference between mean 
scores of lecturers and students, but significant differences were recorded 
between lecturers and community leaders on the one hand and students and 
community on the other hand. 
The hypothesis that “there is no significant relationship between the quality 
of the input and the quality of the output” was verified using Pearson’s 
Correlation Test (Table 9). 
 
Table 9: Relationship between the Quality of Inputs and Outputs 
Variables r-cal r-tab Remark 
Quality of input versus quality of 
output 
0.461 0.098 
There is a significant 
relationship 
 





Table 9 shows the correlation between the quality of inputs and the quality of 
output. Form the table, since the r-cal value of 0.461 is greater than the r-tab 
value of 0.098, the null hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, there is significant 
relationship between the quality of input and the quality of output of the 
teaching and learning process in the institutions. 
5 Discussion 
This study has found out that the level of academic accountability in terms of 
the quality of the input is generally low. This is worrisome because the input 
determines the nature of the transformation process and the quality of output of 
goods or service from the system. If the quality of the input components of 
higher education which include the people (students and staff),material 
resources, information resources as well as the non-material components like 
the norms, values and standards regulating the instructional activities cannot be 
guaranteed as indicated in this finding, the quality of the output will also be 
affected. If the students are not ready to learn they will engage in other social 
vices such as cultism and exam malpractice which will be detrimental to their 
lives, peace and development of the society. This finding is not surprising when 
we consider the characteristic, and nature of Southern Nigeria where the study 
was carried out; South East is known for business and South-South is known 
for the oil exploration and production. It is expected that the money being 
generated from the business and oil production activities will be used to 
develop the institutions in these areas. However the physical observation 
indicates that this is not reflected in the infrastructural development in the 
institutions, rather students are being distracted by social activities and the 
quest of making quick money. Uche, Okoli and Ahunanya, 2010 Uche 2010) 
also recorded the same findings from their studies. The findings also show that 
there is significant difference in the opinions of the students and lecturers with 
students indicating stronger opinion that the quality of input is low. This 
finding is in agreement with Uche 2010. The students are directly affected by 
poor quality of resources in their institutions and it is good that now is the time 
to speak out. 
The findings also indicates that the level of academic accountability in terms 
of the quality of the process is high (overall mean of 2.51, slightly higher than 
the criterion mean), especially in the areas of leadership in the institutions, 
appropriate use of language and lecturers’ positive attitude. However the level 
of quality in terms of institutional autonomy, teaching method and incentive for 
good result is low. 





The transformation process constitutes the basic activities of teaching, 
learning, evaluation and the managerial elements of the higher educational 
process. The nature and efficacy of the transformation process is not dependent 
on one unit but on all the elements of the institutions’ programmes. It is at this 
level that behavioural changes occur and strong character and effective 
orientation built in the students. Thus effective leadership, use of appropriate 
language and integrated system for assessment and feedback will be geared 
towards inculcating a spirit of community and leadership in the students who 
will eventually go back to  the society and become leaders and agents of change 
in making their contribution to the development of the community (Creech, 
1999). The low institutional autonomy as indicated in this study is not good 
news to the Nigerian higher education, especially as it concerns academic 
freedom, research and knowledge production. This has been a long running 
battle between the government and the academics especially in the areas of 
student admission finance and control and of course demand for academic 
accountability.  
From the opinion of the students and lecturers, the level of academic 
accountability in terms of the quality of the output is low (criterion mean of 
2.48) especially in the level of literacy and citizenship; while the community 
people’s opinion indicated high level (overall mean of 2.68) especially in the 
achievement of aims of being in school, development of skills and socially 
accepted values. Lectures and students engage in behaviour modification 
process that helps the students’ build up their characters through training from 
the on-set. The qualities of the input that are processed to produce the desired 
outputs were found to be low. This may be attributed to insufficient funding 
and lack of political willingness to support higher education institutions’ 
programmes and activities. However, the society wants high quality graduates 
but this cannot be possible without huge investment. In spite of low quality of 
the output, communities in eastern and Niger Delta states appreciate the 
graduates from higher education institutions that come from their states. They 
see these graduates as role model, since most of their youths are school 
dropouts. Although the high rate of unemployment and unemployable in the 
country put a big question mark on the achievement of higher education goal. 
All categories of respondents agree that research activities by lecturers have 
made a high degree of impact to the development of community and the 
institutions. This may be as a result of the impact of community service in the 
institutions which covers entrepreneurship education, teaching and training for 
environmental hygiene, campaign for self development, and good citizenship. 
Interview schedules with the community development chairmen (CDC) also 
indicated that extra moral classes and community based development projects 
carried by the lecturers and students have been great interventions in 
environmental development, health, agriculture, business and political 





empowerment. This recognition is in agreement with Uche, 2009 that reveals 
high level of student involvement in community development through student 
in free enterprise projects. Research activities and dissemination of knowledge 
is another area through which higher education impacts the institutions and the 
society positively as similarly supported by Agabi & Uche (2004; Okorie & 
Uche, 2005). However, the present study reveals that the level of engineering 
activities for innovative and adaptive technology is low (2.46). This is 
worrisome in this era of advancement on local technology. If university 
research is to assist national development, it must be relevant to the nation’s 
development goals through linkage with industries, community and the world. 
The higher education should train graduates and scholars that can use local raw 
materials to develop the technology that will be beneficial to the community 
and economy of the nation.  This is already specified in the National Policy on 
Education (2004) but the level of its implementation may form a question for 
another study. 
The study also revealed that generally lack of political willingness to support 
the implementation of higher education policies, political insincerity in the 
development of higher education, non usage of research findings and gross 
inadequate funding are major constraints to accountability and quality in higher 
education. Surprisingly poorly remunerated staff is not a rated as a major 
constraint in the study.  
Generally the major constraints of academic accountability and quality in 
higher education are lack of political willingness to support the implementation 
of higher education policies, political insincerity in the development of higher 
education, non usage of research findings and gross inadequate funding. 
Surprisingly poorly remunerated staff, low staff strength and lack of 
competence in the faculty members were scored low by students and lecturers 
but high by community people. Though this finding is in disagreement with 
Amadike (2009), it may mean that to the students and lecturers, political 
insincerity is the main problem to the development of higher education in 
Nigeria. Once the political will power is exercised every other thing will be put 
in place. The community people believe that the lecturers are poorly paid and 
this was reflected in their massive support during the national strike by 
university workers that led to the federal government/ASUU agreement in 2009 
which caused a great increment in the workers’ salaries. 
6 Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations 
Higher education in any nation is charged with the development of middle and 
high level manpower that will contribute to its national and economic 





development. The findings have revealed that the quality of the input is low and 
this has reflected in the low quality of the output, though the quality of the 
process was rated high. The implication of the low quality of input and output 
as revealed in this study is that the higher education is not producing the quality 
of graduates that will contribute to the national development. It also means that 
the resources available in the institutions are of low quality. This may explain 
the reason why there are so many graduates roaming the streets without jobs 
and skills. This also explains why some companies send newly employed 
graduates to further training before they can be allowed to start work because 
the quality cannot be ascertained. This is a worrisome development and puts a 
big question mark on the academic accountability for the huge resources being 
spent on higher education.  The study also identified lack of political 
willingness to develop higher education as major constraints to academic 
accountability and quality. If the leaders are not sincere and willing to develop 
a system, the quality of its components cannot be guaranteed. That the quality 
of transformational process; the degree of the impact of research; and 
community service on development were rated high by the respondents 
indicates that the people at the operational base are ready to perform if the right 
inputs and political will power are provided.  Academic accountability and 
quality are two inseparable concepts in higher education that need great 
emphasis  in all ramifications if the higher institutions in Nigeria could join the 
world in achieving MDGs in 2020. Based on the findings the following 
recommendations are made: 
1. There is need for urgent interventions to improve quality of the input, (both 
human, material, financial resource), the programmes and other activities in 
the institutions 
2. Lecturers should be given training on quality assurance and other 
orientation that they will need to account for quality in what they do, how 
they do it and what they produce 
3. Jobs should be created by both government, industries and other individual 
organizations to absorb the graduates that are being produced from higher 
education 
4. There should be practical sessions for all students at different level to be 
trained on how to use local materials to create facilities for development 
irrespective of their field of study to enable them stand on their own when 
they finish school. 
5. Quality should be emphasized at other levels of education (primary and 
secondary) and all areas of the society from where the students’ inputs are 
taken to make the work of developing the students easier. 
6. The political leaders at all levels should develop the right mindset and 
willingness to develop the nation’s higher education as obtainable in other 
developed world. 





7. More emphasis should be on relevant and functional research, 
university/industry collaboration to boost innovative and adaptive 
technology 
8. Accountability must be geared towards improving students learning and 
development. Therefore all stakeholders in education including (higher 
education) must be involved in accountability through meaningful 
contribution and in honesty in their respective roles to ensure effective 
provision of functional education of the upcoming generation  
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